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introduction
In their study of Leonid Andreev and Vladimir Nabokov, scholars Yuri Leving and Frederick White make the claim that, in examining the work of modernist authors, separating them from the trade publication industry is not possible because of the relationship between author and reader. Leving and White argue in favour of treating the literary process as a complex system with differentiated and institutionalized social roles, wherein a writer professionally produces texts, a publisher transfers the manuscript into a print format and disseminates it for profit, and a bookseller distributes the final product and brings it to a readership. In fact, the reader occupies a special social role in the literary field: on the one hand, he is shaped by literary socialization within a family and at school, or by reading critical surveys and interpretative analyses; on the other hand, the reader effectively interacts with, and thereby influences, the literary process by exercising his purchasing power through memberships in book clubs, and by articulating his predilections in public opinion polls. 1 Their view of the publishing system conforms with Louise Rosenblatt's transactional theory of reading, 2 which emphasizes the important role of the reader. And into this transaction Leving and White insert the creative role of the publisher (and by extension, editor) in the act of creating literature. They write,
In order for a literary work to be published in either Moscow or New York during the 1930s, certain powerful individuals had to be convinced that the publication of that work would be profitable for monetary or ideological reasons. The resulting profits (monetary or ideological) were of secondary importance for those involved in the consecration process.
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This principle of consecration by publication resonates just as forcefully today as it did in 1930s Moscow and New York and indeed in the 1950s, when Jason Epstein, editor with the publisher Doubleday, developed a long-standing relationship with Vladimir Nabokov. Epstein worked extensively with Nabokov at Doubleday on several projects, three of which are at the centre of this article. Nabokov's translation of Mikhail Lermontov's A Hero of Our Time is the first project discussed. Translating a classic of Russian literature was one of Nabokov's many self-proclaimed areas of genius, in addition to his creative writing, and his translation has heavily influenced the reading of translated Russian literature in the English-speaking world into the twenty-first century. 4 The second project considered is Doubleday's edition of Nabokov's novel Pnin. Finally, no tale of Nabokov's relationship with an editor would be complete without discussing the infamous publishing history of Nabokov's novel Lolita. Discussing these three works, with respect to the author-editor relationship that made them possible, serves as an illustration of the vast importance that publication plays in the life of literature. Good or ill, publishers provide for the material reproduction and dissemination of literature. And given the recent resurgence of small, independent publishing firms staking a claim to publishing in print the kind of literature often relegated to the infamous 'slush pile' of the profit-driven media conglomerates that dominate the publishing industry today, a re-examination of the relationship between author and editor seems a worthy cause.
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Epstein and his work with Nabokov is a prime example, even from a distance of more than fifty years, of the fact that good books are not simply a creation of the lone author in a garret wrestling with his creative muse. Books are collaborative creations that are carefully crafted, nurtured, cajoled, and sometimes pulled kicking and screaming into being by a myriad of actors -author, editor, publisher, typesetter, illustrator, designer, publicist, even lowly editorial intern -so that they may be disseminated to the final actor: the reader. This act of book creation (here I use 'book' as a synonym of Barthes In polar opposition to the privileged Russian noble upbringing of Nabokov, Epstein was born on the other side of the world in Cambridge, Massachussetts, in 1928.
11 Attending public schools and growing up in a Jewish family in a mostly Catholic town, his early life was very dissimilar to Nabokov's. Yet their relative geniuses manifested themselves at an early stage in each of their careers. Intrigued by the aesthetics of Catholicism, Epstein avers that he could never muster 'the suspension of disbelief in transparent absurdities' to ever convert; he instead describes himself as a Platonist. 12 Attending Columbia University in the postwar period,
Epstein graduated with honours and went on to finish a Master's degree in 1950, also at Columbia. 13 He joined Doubleday as an editorial assistant in 1950 at the young age of twenty-two.
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Only eighteen months into his career at Doubleday, Epstein was inspired to create the paperback Anchor series because of his daily visit to New York's Eighth Street Bookstore, which housed an impressive array of the classics and modernists in expensive hardback editions.
15 Inspired by a group of young GIs at Columbia who could never have afforded the Eighth Street Bookstore's hardback editions of the classics that he and they had read for their coursework at Columbia, Epstein wanted to make such a collection of literature available to everyone in the United States. He writes, When I became a publisher it was my undergraduate encounter with books that I wanted to share with the world. I believed and still do that the democratic ideal is a permanent and inconclusive Socratic seminar in which we all learn from one another. The publisher's job is to supply the necessary readings. But in 1951, publishers were not performing this function well, and Anchor Books seemed to me an obvious corrective. . . . Literature is not a pastime like golf or bridge but a kind of religion whose gods are manifest in the works of great writers.
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Clearly, Epstein felt his work as a publisher was a vocation, rather than a career. To bring this great democratizing paperback series to a higher level, he felt it paramount that his paperbacks be of higher quality than the cheaply printed popular ones sold in pharmacies and dime stores at the time: 'I decided to print Anchor titles on a more expensive and durable acid-free sheet that retained its whiteness somewhat longer and to print the covers on heavy stock in a matte finish.' Nabokov proceeds to ask Epstein to procure these hard-to-find Russianlanguage editions for him in Utah. Despite Nabokov's last-minute request and the three years from the agreement to do the translation until it was completed, Doubleday subsequently published Nabokov's translation in March 1958, with a detailed foreword by Nabokov outlining the inventive structure of the novel, as well as copious notes on translation. Nabokov even observes the following on the novel's lasting popularity:
Curiously enough, Russian schoolteachers used to see in it the perfection of Russian prose. This is a ridiculous opinion, voiced by Chehov, and can only be held if and when a moral quality or a social virtue is confused with literary art, or when an ascetic critic regards the rich and ornate with such suspicion that, in contrast, the awkward and frequently commonplace style of Lermontov seems delightfully chaste and simple. But genuine art is neither chaste nor simple, and it is sufficient to glance at the prodigiously elaborate and magically artistic style of Tolstoy (who, by some, is considered to be a literary descendant of Lermontov) to realize the depressing flaws of Lermontov's prose.
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Banking on the idea that the solid critical reception of Nabokov's earlier work on Gogol would repeat itself with Lermontov, Epstein was wise to procure the Russian-language editions for his author and for the patience he evinced in the protracted manuscript production. Nabokov's translation of the novel was the default edition of Lermontov 
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Epstein could not have anticipated to what extremes Nabokov would travel with his translator's foreword, asides, and footnotes; however, his instinct was that the sheer strength of quality in Nabokov's work and reputation would obviate any sense of outrage his observations could engender. (As quoted above, Nabokov even reviled Chekhov's praise of Lermontov in the translator's foreword.) Epstein's instinct was completely justified, given the enduring adulation that Nabokov's foreword and footnotes to A Hero still enjoy. From a publisher's point of view, as confirmed by posterity, Epstein's decision to give Nabokov free rein in A Hero made perfect sense given the long-term success of the translation.
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The publication of this extremely successful Lermontov translation came at a time when Nabokov was also working on his novel Pnin, which Doubleday launched in March 1958.
32 This semi-autobiographical novel was the subject of much correspondence from Nabokov to Epstein at Doubleday. Particularly interesting was an issue that arose regarding the dust-jacket illustration of the eponymous character, Timofey Pnin. In a letter dated October 1956 to Epstein, Nabokov opens with the following:
I have just received the sketches . . . but in regard to my Pnin it is wrong: The sketch looks like the portrait of an underpaid instructor in the English department . . . when actually he should look like a Russian muzhik clean-shaven. I am sending you some photographs of Pnin-like Russians, with and without hair, for a visual appreciation of the items I am going to discuss.
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Nabokov continues on to discuss individual points of facial features, including the space between nose and mouth, in reference to the photos he enclosed with the letter. There are in fact seven points of contention he cites with the preliminary sketch, even the style of tie ('flamboyant') and the author/title of the book that Pnin should be holding ('The title. . . should read ПНИН В. НАБОКОВ' [which translates to Pnin. V. Nabokov]
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). He runs through his litany of complaints:
Now, instead of all this, the sketches show a puny professor Milksop, with an egg-shaped face, flat nose, short upper lip, non-descript chin, sloping shoulders, and the necktie of a comedy bookkeeper. I have noticed long ago that for some reason illustrators do not read the books they illustrate. In my book, all the details listed above are mentioned in the first chapter, and repeated further on.
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The tone here is quite different from Nabokov's usual correspondence with Epstein, which included informal, talkative asides. Here, by contrast, Nabokov delivers his instructions as short, terse commands.
Contrary to what Nabokov claims, the description of Pnin in the novel does not, to be clear, contain such a detailed description of the main character:
The elderly passenger. . . was none other than Professor Timofey Pnin. Ideally bald, sun-tanned, and clean-shaven, he began rather impressively with that great brown dome of his, tortoise-shell glasses (masking an infantile absence of eyebrows), apish upper lip, thick neck, and strong-man torso in a tightish tweed coat, but ended, somewhat disappointingly, in a pair of spindly legs.
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But the cover that eventually accompanied the Doubleday edition of Pnin (Figure 1 ) admirably suits Nabokov's description in the letter from October 1956, even down to the author/title admonition that Nabokov had included. In fact, he says as much in a letter from November 1956: 'Véra and I thank you for your letter. The jacket is absolutely splendid -I never imagined that an illustrator could render an author's vision so accurately. I am afraid I was a little bitter about the preliminary sketch.'
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This letter has a much warmer tone, closing, 'Our best regards to Barbara and you.'
38 Regardless of Nabokov's clipped tone and picky demands in the process of production, Epstein managed to produce a book that met the author's vision and led to an enduring classic, despite any 'bitter' feelings Epstein himself may have felt in the midst of production. Epstein's restraint was fully justified in this episode of Nabokov's pique because he genuinely believed that Pnin was quite simply a 'wonderful novel' and that it was profoundly important to keep Nabokov happy so that the author would continue to work with Doubleday, especially because of the company's potential publication of Lolita in the United States.
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Lolita was going to entail trouble for any publishing company attempting to bring it to market at that time, given the obscenity laws then in place in both North America and Europe. Initially, Nabokov took the manuscript (he was afraid to send it through the post) to Viking Press in New York; Viking pronounced, as Brian Boyd states in Vladimir Nabokov: The American Years, that 'the book was brilliant, but a publisher who took it on would risk a fine or jail.' 40 
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) Epstein's advice and publication of the excerpts were appreciated by Nabokov, as he states in a letter dated 22 April 1957: 'Véra and I are both delighted with LOLITA at Anchor. Despite your self-disparaging remarks, the cover is splendid and most enticing. Your arrangement and selection of the LOLITA excerpts is above all praise.' And in another April 1957 letter he states, 'Many thanks, too, for your helpful and constructive reply to my appeal,' in response to Epstein's advice to Nabokov not to involve himself in the suit against the French government.
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Despite all of Epstein's efforts to smooth the way for Doubleday to publish Lolita in full, the president of the company refused to publish the work or even to read the manuscript. Doubleday had been involved in an obscenity suit for the publication of Edmund Wilson's Memoirs of Hecate County, which cost the company over $60,000 in legal fees.
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With this recent and very expensive experience in mind, Doubleday refused to touch Lolita. It is part of the legend of Lolita that Epstein left Doubleday because those in charge refused to publish the novel in its entirety. And in Book Business, Epstein avers that, although the 'Lolita mess' was not the sole reason for his resignation, 'For me during these hopeless negotiations over Lolita it was as if I had been mistakenly placed in an asylum. If I stayed any longer I would soon be unable to claim that I was there in error. ' 48 G. P. Putnam and Sons would be the publisher to brave the fray; in 1958 the company launched Lolita's American debut.
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Doubleday's refusal to publish Lolita lost the company a critically and monetarily successful book and its author, and contributed to the loss of rising star Jason Epstein, who was to become a publishing giant as editorial director at Random House (where he continued to work with Nabokov) and co-founder of the New York Review of Books. 50 The fact that he managed to publish excerpts of Lolita in the Anchor Review is another testament to Epstein's devotion to the art of literature and his philosophy of the role that publishing should play in society, as evidenced by his motivation to become an editor ('The publisher's job is to supply the necessary readings'
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), his creation of the Anchor series, and indeed his loyalty to Nabokov in the 'Lolita mess.' And it was Epstein who made possible the publication of Nabokov's 1895-page translation of Eugene Onegin: A Novel in Verse (the actual translation is only 257 pages, the remaining pages being devoted to Nabokovian commentary) by recommending the work to the Bollingen Foundation Press. 52 Given the trajectory of author, novel, and editor, Doubleday made a serious misstep in its refusal to publish Lolita. It is uncertain whether Doubleday would have staked a claim at taking the moral high ground; I suspect the motive for refusing to publish came more from fear of another large monetary loss due to prosecution and less from repugnance at the subject matter or the inability of Doubleday's president to recognize its literary importance.
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Vladimir Vladimirovich Nabokov, a Russian nobleman with an extraordinary talent in both English and Russian prose and poetry, enjoys an iconic status in world literature. Accustomed from birth to deference and obsequiousness, perhaps his arrogance, fits of pique, and vanities were understandable. Given that the genius of his works was surpassed only by his extraordinary ego, overwhelming vanity, and jealousy of other artists' work, perhaps it is also understandable that his legend carries a caveat. Working with him as an editor must have been extraordinarily difficult. It is my contention that Jason Epstein also holds an iconic place in world literature. His remarkable restraint in the face of Nabokov's many extravagances is a testament to his genius as an editor, as well as to the underlying importance of the author-editor relationship in the production of literature. Without an editor's faith in the literary merit of an author's 'text,' no 'work' would ever come into existence for Leving and White's ultimate and 'special' actor, the reader. 54 Epstein's restraint given Nabokov's proclamations -e.g., 'drama exists, all the ingredients of a perfect play exist, but this perfect play . . . has not been produced yet neither by Shakespeare nor by Chekhov' -seems a small sacrifice to make for believing in literature the likes of Pnin and Lolita.
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